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were kind enough to work with us and 
introduce this bill, the School Safety 
Enhancements Act, to raise the dollar 
amount from $30 million authorized to 
$50 million authorized. 

The other changes we made were to 
change the Federal match so that the 
Federal Government could provide 
even a larger percentage than the 50/50 
percentage. We know how strapped 
local property taxpayers are back 
home, and so that’s the least we could 
do from the Federal Government. 

We also added a couple of other 
things, as Chairman SCOTT referred to, 
namely, a campus safety assessment 
program to implement a campus emer-
gency response plan that would have to 
be established at all of our universities 
across the country so that parents who 
are sending their kids to these univer-
sities and colleges would know that, at 
the very least, there was a plan if, God 
forbid, there was a tragedy. 

We worked very closely, we also es-
tablished a hot line for call in for kids 
and others to report problems. 

We worked with Senator BARBARA 
BOXER from the Senate who was instru-
mental in helping us in that body in 
adding some of these provisions. 

Again, this has complete flexibility. 
This is not a Federal mandate. Schools 
have to make the applications on the 
merits of their need for these safety 
improvements and for the financial 
contribution from the Federal Govern-
ment. But they’re willing to kick in 
their own dollars to help pay for these 
security improvements, metal detec-
tors, locks on doors, locks on windows 
and training for security personnel. 

It doesn’t get better than this when 
we can provide the money for even 
more schools and to protect even more 
students. That’s our job, our responsi-
bility as Members of Congress, to pro-
tect the people, as moms and dads, 
aunts and uncles, grandparents and 
friends of kids. My goodness, there’s 
nothing more important than pre-
venting harm to our children. 

I urge the adoption of this bill. 

b 1715 
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 

my time. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I appreciate everyone working together 
on this legislation. Schools will be 
safer if the bill passes. I would hope 
that it would be the pleasure of the 
House to pass the bill. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I support H.R. 2353, the ‘‘School Safety En-
hancements Act of 2007’’, which is aimed at 
making America a safer place. The bill under 
consideration addresses health and safety 
issues for children. I support this bill and I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

H.R. 2353 is necessary and will ensure the 
protection and safety of our children in a 
learning environment. Violence at our schools 
have increased at an alarming rate in states 
such as California, Colorado, Illinois, Lou-
isiana, Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania, Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, Wash-
ington, and Wisconsin over the last few years. 
H.R. 2352 seeks to curb that stem of violence. 

H.R. 2352 increases authorized annual 
funding from $30 million to $50 million for FY 
2008–2009 for the Secure Our Schools grant 
program, and decreases the non-federal grant 
participation percentage from 50 percent to 20 
percent. It requires institutions of higher edu-
cation to conduct annual campus safety as-
sessments and develop and implement cam-
pus emergency response plans. 

This bill seeks to address the violence in 
our schools. It will ensure the safety of stu-
dents and teachers and will make sure that 
education is the paramount concern of edu-
cators. 

The Act also increases the federal portion of 
the funding from 50 percent to 80 percent, 
which decreases the non-federal portion from 
50 percent to 20 percent. According to the 
Community Oriented Policing Services 
(COPS) Office of the Department of Justice, 
which administers the Secure Our Schools 
grants, many of the poorer communities that 
need help the most have been unable to par-
ticipate in the program because they cannot 
afford the previously required 50 percent non- 
federal grant match. The proposed change in 
non-federal funding is more in line with the 
COPS traditional 75/25 percent split, and 
should allow more participation in the pro-
gram. 

The Act increases the possible uses of 
funding to include surveillance equipment, hot-
lines to report potentially dangerous situations 
and capital improvements to make school fa-
cilities more secure. Finally, the Act requires 
the establishment of an interagency task force 
to develop and promulgate advisory school 
safety guidelines. 

The Act amends the existing requirements 
for grant applications, and requires each grant 
application to be accompanied by a report, 
signed by the chief education officer and the 
attorney general or other chief legal officer, 
demonstrating that the proposed use of the 
grant funds is an effective means for improv-
ing school safety, is consistent with a com-
prehensive approach to preventing school vio-
lence, and meets the individualized needs of 
the particular school. 

Finally, the Act amends the Higher Edu-
cation Act and requires each eligible partici-
pating institution to conduct an annual campus 
safety assessment, and develop and imple-
ment a campus emergency response plan to 
address emergency situations, including nat-
ural disasters, active shooter situations, and 
terrorist attacks. The bill is sponsored by Mr. 
ROTHMAN, and has 52 cosponsors. 

MY THREE AMENDMENTS THAT WERE OFFERED AND 
ACCEPTED 

I have three amendments that I offered and 
that were accepted concerning this bill. The 
first extended the current requirement of es-
tablishing a hotline or tipline to include the re-
porting of hazardous conditions, including the 
presence of hazardous chemicals. 

The second one requires schools to develop 
and implement safety measures to protect stu-
dents in the event of a terrorist attack or other 
hazardous condition or situation. It would fur-
ther require that no funds would be disbursed 
unless the school had a safety plan in place 
to respond to a terrorist attach or other haz-
ardous condition or situation. 

The need for schools to respond to haz-
ardous conditions or situations is necessary 
because often children are confronted with 
hazardous conditions and they simply ignore 

them. This has been a big problem in the 
Houston Independent School district. For ex-
ample, in Key Middle School students were 
getting sick because they were learning in 
classrooms where mold was growing on the 
walls and ceilings. The students saw the mold 
and were getting sick but they did not know 
how to respond. These amendments would 
ensure that children are aware of the toxicity 
of these chemicals and organic substances. 
This is a real threat. Key Middle School was 
subsequently closed because of the severe 
health risks posed to students. My call for stu-
dent awareness, training and prevention as 
pertains to a terrorist attack does not need 
mach explanation. In light of the tragic events 
of 9/11, we can never be too cautious with 
schooling and protecting our children. Children 
need to know what to do and how to respond 
to dangerous situations during a terrorist 
threat. 

My last amendment goes to the heart of ad-
ministrative practice. The original bill required 
that a taskforce create guidelines. Because 
the taskforce is to be established within 30 
days of enactment of this act, my amendment 
allows the taskforce to convene and within 60 
days issue a preliminary advisory school safe-
ty guideline and after that time it should pro-
vide the public with an opportunity through no-
tice and comment and publish a final advisory 
school safety guideline not later than 30 days 
after the preliminary guidelines. This is good 
administrative practice and ensures public par-
ticipation by students, teachers, and parents. 

I urge my colleagues to support this very 
important bill. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2352, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE UNITED 
STATES SUPREME COURT PO-
LICE TO PROTECT OFFICIALS 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 6855) to extend the au-
thority for the United States Supreme 
Court Police to protect court officials 
off the Supreme Court grounds, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 6855 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF THE AUTHORITY FOR 

THE UNITED STATES SUPREME 
COURT POLICE TO PROTECT COURT 
OFFICIALS OFF THE SUPREME 
COURT GROUNDS, AND FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES. 

Section 6121(b)(2) of title 40, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘2008’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2013’’. 
SEC. 2. CHANGING THE TITLE OF THE ADMINIS-

TRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE CHIEF 
JUSTICE. 

Title 28, United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in section 133(b)(2), by striking ‘‘admin-

istrative assistant’’ and inserting ‘‘Coun-
selor’’; 

(2) in paragraphs (1)(E) and (2)(E) of section 
376(a), by striking ‘‘an administrative assist-
ant’’ and inserting ‘‘a Counselor’’; 

(3) in section 677— 
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘Adminis-

trative Assistant’’ and inserting ‘‘Counselor’’; 
(B) in the text, by striking ‘‘Administra-

tive Assistant’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘Counselor’’; 

(C) in the first sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking ‘‘an’’ and inserting ‘‘a’’; and 

(4) in the item relating to section 677 in the 
table of sections at the beginning of chapter 
45, by striking ‘‘Administrative Assistant’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Counselor’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ISSA) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6855 extends for 5 
years existing authority for the Su-
preme Court Police to protect the 
Chief Justice and Associate Justices of 
the Court, as well as officers and em-
ployees of the Supreme Court who are 
performing official duties while they 
are away from the grounds of the Su-
preme Court building. 

When the Supreme Court first moved 
to its own building just over 70 years 
ago, we sent them a small contingent 
of Capitol Police officers commissioned 
as ‘‘special policemen’’ for the protec-
tion of the Court. It wasn’t until 1982 
that Congress provided the force with 
statutory recognition as the Supreme 
Court Police. That statute also gave 
them authority to patrol the Supreme 
Court buildings and grounds, make ar-
rests, carry firearms, and protect the 
Chief Justice and any Associate Jus-
tices, official guests, and employees of 
the Court while performing official du-
ties. 

In that statute, the Congress also ex-
panded the Supreme Court Police 
force’s authority in a way very similar 
to what we had granted the Capitol Po-
lice the previous year. In 1981, we au-

thorized the Capitol Police to provide 
protection to individual Members and 
officers of Congress, as well as their 
families, on or off the Capitol grounds. 
Likewise, in 1982 we authorized the Su-
preme Court Police to protect the Jus-
tices and the employees of the court 
while they’re away from the court 
building anywhere in the United 
States. 

When we first gave this authority to 
the Supreme Court Police in 1982, it 
was subject to a 3-year sunset provi-
sion. Since then, we have extended this 
authority 7 times, and this bill will 
continue that tradition. 

In the 26 years since this authority 
was first granted, threats to all three 
branches, from terrorists and others 
who want to disrupt our government, 
have only increased. That is why it is 
imperative that we should not allow 
the authority of the Supreme Court 
Police to sunset at the end of this year. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
legislation so that the Supreme Court 
Police can continue to perform their 
critical mission effectively. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I join with 

my colleague in urging support for this 
legislation. 

The Supreme Court is an independent 
branch of government needing to have 
the exact same level and should, to be 
honest, without any need for extension 
should, on a permanent basis, have a 
recognized ability to protect itself. 

We view ourselves as independent, 
and we have the Capitol Police. Cer-
tainly the executive branch views itself 
as independent and has both the Secret 
Service and, of course, the Army, the 
Navy, and the Marines, and so on. 

So I certainly believe that this is im-
portant for us to do today to extend 
the authority of the United States Su-
preme Court Police. But I would hap-
pily work with my colleague on the 
other side of the aisle to recognize that 
in fact this is a permanent need, and 
although we would have to fund it on 
an annual basis as we do the Secret 
Service, the Army, the Navy, the Ma-
rines, and so on, that we should never 
let the Supreme Court have any doubt 
but that its independence, its auton-
omy, its ability to do its constitutional 
duty without any question, but that 
they and those who they need to pro-
tect along with them would be pro-
tected, we should do that through a 
funding mechanism and never again 
need to do what we’re doing here 
today. Having said that, this is a body 
that takes what it gets and does what 
it can with what it gets. 

Today we’re considering an exten-
sion. I move with my colleague on the 
other side to do that, and I urge all of 
my colleagues to pass this. I believe 
this is going to be passed unanimously 
today. But long before 2013, we should, 
in fact, make this a permanent author-
ization. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I have no further requests for time and 

am prepared to close if the gentleman 
will yield. 

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I would be willing to work with the 
gentleman to make it permanent. But 
this is what we have at this point for 3 
years. So I would hope we pass this 
bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 6855. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE FBI ON THEIR 
100TH ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and agree 
to the concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 410) recognizing the FBI on their 
100th anniversary. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The text of the concurrent resolution 
is as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 410 

Whereas the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion (FBI) was founded by President Theo-
dore Roosevelt and United States Attorney 
General Charles Bonaparte on July 26, 1908, 
as a Federal investigative agency; 

Whereas it was first named the Bureau of 
Investigation to provide a force of Special 
Agents to investigate crimes across State 
lines and Federal crimes in its initial days, 
and later expanded to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation reflecting the growth our Na-
tion’s need to protect its people; 

Whereas in the face of foreign threats dur-
ing two World Wars and the Cold War, the 
FBI’s jurisdiction was expanded to inves-
tigate espionage and sabotage against the 
United States of America; 

Whereas when over the course of our Na-
tion’s history the civil rights of Americans 
have been challenged, the FBI has been 
called upon to protect those civil rights and 
has brought violators to justice, and remains 
the primary Federal law enforcement agency 
for investigating civil rights violations; 

Whereas the men and women of the FBI 
have come to meet the challenges of violent 
criminal elements and gangs, working in 
partnership with State, local, and tribal law 
enforcement to provide safe streets in our 
communities around the country; 

Whereas when the Nation’s financial mar-
kets were threatened by white collar crimi-
nals, organized criminal enterprises, and 
international fraud schemes, the FBI’s ef-
forts to protect our economy were reflected 
in major investigative achievements; 
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